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EFC at the University of Southern Maine

The University of Southern Mainein
Region 1isthe Newest EFC in the
Networ k

Finance Center (NE/EFC) a the Univergity of

Southern Maineis structured asaknowledge-
based dearinghouse, traning, and change-agent
program aimed a helping EPA’s condituencies find
finenddly successful agpproaches to environmenta
improvements. 1t will devel op approachesto needs of
partticular priority in New England and potentidly
usful throughout the nation; share such gpproaches
through the EFC Network; and help make tools from
that network accessible throughout New England.

The Region 1 New England Environmenta

The initid focus of the New England EFC is the
emaging importance throughout the region of
innovaive approaches to land preservation, growth
conservation, and habitat guidance that movesbeyond
public regulation to include financid incentives and
partnerships between the public, non-profit, and
private sectors. New England has
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a traditiondly strong and incressngly innovative
community of non-profit organizations, such as land
trugts, involved in funding land acquisition, protection,
and long-term stewardship. For example, in 1985
Mane had less than a

dozen land trusts of al

kinds, today thereare 82, :

with the most recent one e
formed in the Town of

Buxton just months ago. Ch(x)]

In Connecticut, the 20-

yea-old Land Trust QUniversty of Southem Maine
Service Bureau (a

statewide liability insurance pool) reports that trusts
have grown from 70 in 1980 to more than 115 today.
(Bowers, 2000). At the same time, new public-
private collaborations have emerged to fund and
guide “co-development” projects combining housing,
open space preservation, and ecologica systems
protection.

Higtoricdly, the New England states have the
nation’s longest continuous experience with private
land conservation, with some organizations' activities
measured in centuries, such as the Society for the
Preservation of New Hampshire Forests and the
Massachusetts Trustees of Reservations. Whilethere
has been remarkable growth in loca land trusts in
recent years, some leaders of this community
recognize compelling needs for innovation in the face
of current challenges and opportunities. It isto these
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chdlenges and opportunities that the newest EFC
seeks to respond.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

In 1999 the NE/EFC began exploring with
potential users how this ninth of the nation's EFCs
might best addresstheregion’ sneeds. The assessment
continued through the Muskie School’ sEFC proposal
to EPA Region | in 1999, its designation as NE/EFC
in Spring 2000, and a Fal 2000 planning phase
conducted under the terms of amodest planning grant
from EPA Region I. Interviews were held with a
sampling of the organizationswhich are currently most
active and innovative in Satewide and regiond efforts
to help the non-profit conservation community or loca
governments develop capacity for land, habitat, and
ecosystem protection, primarily in Connecticut, New
Hampshire, Mane, and Vermont.  Additiond
information aso came from two specific sources. The
firss was a charrette on dternative wastewater
treatment finance con-ducted jointly with the Region
3 EFC in the Hyannis Park section of Yarmouth, MA
in September 2000 (see Case Study attached). The
second was a meeting with key Region | daff
responsible for a variety of programs, dso held in
September 2000.

Four mgor findings emerge from comparing the
severd dtates, and what we learned about their needs:

1. The new potentid for partnerships between non-
profit conservation organizations and date
inditutions in training and assstance to locd
communities,

2. The growing potentia for crestive partnerships
among the private, non-profit, and public sectorsto
protect important public valueson theland, through
amore strategic gpproach to land conservation;

3. The unredized drategic leveraging power of
growing stateland protection moniesif appropriate
locdl partnerships are redized; and

4. The widespread client desire to link EPA’s
assisance and resources to loca environmentd
needs and actions.

Our andyss indicates that, from the EFC's
perspective, the critical needs appear to be, fird, to
gather knowledge about innovative solutions to locd
problems and, second, to foster the capacity for
creetive partnershipsand collaborationsthrough use of
this knowledge.

In addition to these findings from the date vigts,
the Hyannis Park wastewater system charrette and
medtings with EPA Region | managers reveded
additional concerns. Among these are the need for
cregtive public-private funding for dternatives to
individud, on-gte septic systems, where serious
threats exig to environmenta qudity. Additiondly,
thereis need for local capacity-building in aress such
as managing Brownfidds revolving fund accounts.
Further, there is concern at EPA about how
communities and daes will implement revised
stormwater rules. Finaly, thereisaperceived need to
find the best way a the federd level to assst
communities with “smart growth.”

Although the totality of these needs seem wide-
ranging and disparate, our inquirieslead usto propose
that most of the expressed needs are more closely
related than is gpparent from a smple inventory.
Higoricdly, there have existed wide gulfs between the
separate efforts.  Traditiondly, land trusts have
focused on preservation, disconnected from other,
complementary land use needs, such as fogtering the
best locations for where people will live, busnesses
will locate, and infrastructure will be built to avoid
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degrading resources. New England towns, for ther
part, have primarily atempted to limit property rights
with smple zoning and fostered the piecemed
converson of the landscape until risng land vaues
make public or non-profit action to purchase the
remaining large open space a necessity.

Traditiondly, environmental protection programsat
the state and federal level have focused on media-
specific (weter, air, toxics) and functiond (e.g., landfill)
problems, and largdly ignored the question of locd
guidance of overall growth. The absence to date of
strong state mandates such as Oregon’ s urban growth
boundaries (which poorly fit New England’ s Situation
culturdly, politicaly, or geographicdly) and of
sufficently rapid urbanization to support partia market
solutions like Trandferable Development Rights, have
frustrated effortsto find a“ magic bullet” solutionto the
dower but inexorableform of “sprawl” weseein New
England.

With the exceptions of the controversy over
landscape-scale issues like the NorthWoods of New
England, and specific biologica resource preservation
issues such as the Atlantic Sdmon ESA liging, the
approaches we have found and describe here share
certain characterigticsvita to the New England setting:

1. Negotiated or partnered collaborations among
Separate inditutions;

2. “Proving” the feagbility of approaches in each
locale through negotiation and brokering among
each set of participants, and capacity-building
for these participants through training and good
practice moddls,

3. Acknowledging while a the same time
chdlenging the higoric amdl scade of locd
authorities in the New England landscape,
rather than trying to work around it; and

4. Deveoping land conservation actions that are
forward looking and Strategic, rather than criss
driven.

A draghtforward example of thisprocessat work
is “co-development.” We find examples of
“greenfield” developers, land trusts, and town
governmentsenteringinto agreementsto preserveland
as mitigation for town approva, where severd private
and public funding sources are mixed, and multiple
gods (housing, open space, fiscal feasibility of new
design patterns) are beginning to be met. Success,
however, has to be earned in every place where
action takes place.

Organizations that have been working a a
datewide level view such locd and regiond
innovations as essentid and even urgent; but they also
have a redidtic view of the obstacles to promoting
such innovation. The tendency of conservationists to
focus primarily on aesthetic and recrestiona open
gpace issues, or for loca planning officidsto put low
apparent priority on environmental consequences, is
known and remarked upon; but it may beadistraction
fromthered need, whichiseffective partneringamong
previoudy independent (and often opposed)
participants.

Among the problems that organizations in these
gates mentioned are the smple lack of funding and
concern that federa funding tied to traditiona media
programs are often inaccessble for innovations, a
need to engage municipal andtown governmentsmore
closdly; the need to increase the awareness of the
environmenta impact of cetan actions as a
precondition to innovations, and acceptance of new
approaches such as co-development, because there
will never be enough money to buy dl theland needed
for environmenta protection at thelocd or watershed
scae.
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The needs brought to light by the Hyannis Park
wastewater finance charrette and in conversation with
EPA program managers (see Table 1) aredifferent in
content, but smilar in terms of the cagpacity-building
needs throughout Region | to promote innovation. In
the Hyannis Park case, the actors brought together
were not ready to consider innovative solutions to a
problem because they were not yet informed
adequately about ether the environmenta problem or
the full range of interests that might be engaged
(Barringer, 2000). Y et the charretteitself changed the
Sting and is an actud step toward addressing the
problem.

EPA programmatic concerns about other areas
such as the implementation of revised nationd
stormwater regulation sandardsare, webeieve, going
torequiresmilar drategiesto promotelearning at each
locd€ slevd. Stormwater management in much of the
New England landscape is necessarily linked to open
space, habitat protection, and land use issues,
epecidly because most non-commercia and even
may commercid projects do not occur a a
aufficiently large scale spatidly or financidly to make
use of the best on-site practices.

Another gpplication for what we learned is in the
“smartgrowth” arena. Traditiona privateconservation
investments and town responghilities for alocating
land and infrastructure for growth and open space
have been disconnected organizationdly, aswell asin
terms of not working on common or complementary
gods. Examples of co-development, the blending of
public and private funds for land protection, and
growth of awareness of the environmental qudity
dimengons of open space, al reflect responses to a
systematic planning need. Successful smart growthis
pad for economicdly in pat by integraing
development and environmenta conservetion and
quality needs, not divorcing them, as has been the
historical practice in many, if not most places.

Successful implementation, thisgppraisal suggests,
will need a collaborative, learning environment that
goes beyond the boundaries of a single date level
implementation agency, and influences the community
levd aswell. Maine DEF s sponsorship with Region
| of a Project NEMO demonstration reflects the
Maine water progranm’ svery proactive concern about
these needs, to cite but one example from the region.

Will the EFC would be viewed as valuable (for
example, inan advisory and user network), and under
what conditions will vaue-added be optimized?
Among the most important points we heard was that
the EFC should focus on well-targeted niches rather
thandiluting efforts; and that an organization that helps
EPA better “hear” from abroad set of state and local
actors could be very vauable.

In some dates, the organizations we visited
expressed the view that they have the ability to meet
cgpacity-building needs but no resources to do it;
while in others we heard that the sharing of successtul
innovaions and the confidence this can build is
needed. These are the “give me the money” versus
the “ give me the success story” sides of what isby no
means a clear-cut Situation. There was consensus,
however, that lessons about innovations of the kind
mentioned here do not get shared outsde date
borders & the loca leve very much, even while the
NE gates share many smilar Stuations and can learn
much from trangfers.

NEW INITIATIVESFOR 2001

EFC dat-up funding is amed specificdly at
capacity-building of the region-wide misson of the
Center over thelong term, and not merdly a specific
projectsand products. Capacity-building tasksfor the
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NE/EFC may best be seen, then, in the context of a
three-to-five year work program that moves us
stepwise towards our gods and vison for where we
want the NE/EFC to be at that time. These goals
include developing the knowledge base and network
of collaborators for region-wide drategic land
conservation innovations at the locd leve; and,
second, extending such collaborations to the support
of gpecific Region | program needs such as
stormwater, watershed, and brownfiel dsmanagement;
and, third, establishing diverse funding sources for the
EFC mission, gods, programs, and projects.

In this dtrategic context, we have suggested the
falowing to EPA New England as the initia work
agendafor the NE/EFC in its first two years of EPA
funding:

producevideotapes of theworkshopsand videotaped
presentations of the materid.

Regional conference on strategic land
conservation.

Building on the series of workshops proposed in
number one above, funding will be sought to convene
a New England-wide conference to promulgate
findingsfrom theworkshops, and theideaof “ Strategic
land conservation” based upon the integration and
gpplicationof sound planning, finance, and ecosystem
principles a the locdl levd.

Inventory of conservation landsin New England

Newapproachestostrategicland conservationin

New England

A seriesof workshops, to be held in more than one
location in the region, to look at:

« Innovaive financing approaches

» Strategic conservation successes

« Land conservation as a tool for environmenta
quality management

o Co-development and innovative wastewater
trestment

» Matching ate and local priorities

Each workshop would be presented by people
whomweidentify ashaving good stories (successesor
falures) to tdl; each would make use of a set of
reference materia sthat wewill prepare; and wewould
use the workshops to build a further set of materids
that would form the basis of a future, ongoing set of
training programs. Wemay seek foundation money to

Devdop a regiond inventory, from exising
sources, of protected conservation lands, starting with
a sample sub-state region as a step towards:

« a New England-wide data base.
» Demondgrating the economic costs and benefits of
land protection from a valid data base,

The inventory, beginning with an assessment of
avalable data and a long-term plan to create the
regiona database, would likewise be the basis for
further grant gpplications.

Broker relationships

Broker rdationships and arrangements among
New England State agencies municipdities, and
businesses and other members of the EFC Network
with capacities in water resources management,
brownfields financing, etc.
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EFC Network Plan

Contribute to the development of the EFC
Network Planfor 2001; focus on training appropriate
clientele in accordance with the terms of the Plan; and
explore other specific areas as part of the network-
wide planning effort.
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